Traditional prejudice research departs from the theoretical expectation that specific types of prejudice targeting different outgroups are strongly correlated and can be summarized in a 'general prejudice' factor. The assumption is that different forms of prejudice have a mutual origin and can be triggered by the same factors. In this paper, we strive to answer two research questions: (1) do different types of prejudice have the same causes, and (2) Further, the structure of prejudice is explained by the dominant religion in a country and a country's dominant view with regard to hierarchy vs. egalitarianism. Contrary to the expectations of the groups threat theory, the economic situation of a country has only a very limited impact on prejudice.
Introduction
Traditional prejudice research departs from the theoretical expectation that specific types of prejudice targeting different outgroups are strongly correlated (e.g. Akrami, Ekehammar, & Bergh, 2011; Bierly, 1985; Bratt, 2005) . The idea is that if one holds negative attitudes toward, e.g., immigrants, one will also dislike other outgroups like homosexuals, religious minorities or even disabled people, a phenomenon referred to as 'generalized prejudice' or a 'general devaluation of outgroups'. The core assumption, then, is that different forms of prejudice have a mutual origin and can be triggered by the same factors ).
Empirical research indeed shows that most types of prejudice are associated but not to the same extent, so that different structures or clusters of prejudice can be found (Asbrock, Christ, Duckitt, & Sibley, 2012) . This observation strengthens the idea that there are well-defined reasons and motivations why prejudice toward a specific (cluster of) outgroup(s) might be triggered.
The aim of this paper is twofold. First, we want to contribute to the literature on generalized prejudice by investigating whether different types of prejudice have similar causes (RQ 1). If specific types of prejudice share a substantial common core -as predicted by the generalized prejudice literature -they should be triggered by the same factors, irrespective of the target group. Second, we will study the structure of prejudice (RQ 2). More specifically, we want to provide some explanations for the strength of associations between different types of prejudice.
The associations between different types of prejudice are often explained by relying on the individual level personality traits right-wing authoritarianism (RWA) and social dominance orientation (SDO): prejudice toward certain outgroups depends on ones perception with regard to social and cultural threat (RWA), competition and hierarchy (SDO) (Asbrock, Sibley, & Duckitt, 2010; . This line of research, however, overlooks the importance of contextual macro-level effects in explaining the structure of prejudice. In this paper, we follow the approach by the Group-Focused Enmity team, arguing that "which outgroups become target of prejudice and discrimination depends on the options a specific society offers" (Zick et al., 2008, p. 367; Zick, Küpper, & Hövermann, 2011) . Therefore, in this paper we focus on societal characteristics. One important contextual factor that will be considered is the economic situation of a society. It is routinely found that poor economic conditions are related to higher levels of prejudice toward ethnic minorities and immigrants (e.g. Quillian, 1995) . It is unclear, however, whether these economic effects generalize to other types of prejudice as well. Culture is another important contextual factor that will be considered in this paper. Cultural values manifest themselves in the daily lives of people and as such influence their social and political thinking. Also, cultural values shape the relations between groups in society and make intergroup interactions more or less plausible (Schiefer, 2013) . As such, we will investigate the generalizing effects of cultural values: are cultural values target group specific, or do they relate more to a general dislike of outgroups?
By investigating the effect of economic and cultural conditions on (the relation between) different types of prejudice (here anti-immigrant and anti-gay prejudice) we contribute to the literature in several ways. First, research on the structure of prejudice is important with regard to theory development: if different forms of prejudice share a lot of variance and as a consequence similar origins, future research will have to be directed toward a theory of 'generalized prejudice' explaining its origins, development and consequences without a need to focus on a specific outgroup. If, on the other hand, specific forms of prejudice are triggered by different conditions, theory must study outgroup-specific types of prejudice. Second, we introduce contextual variables to explain different types (RQ 1) and the structure of prejudice (RQ 2) . This way, we can assess whether the context of a specific country has more far stretched implications than is currently assumed. Third, we test our theoretical model making use of a large cross-national data source. The European Social Survey includes over 30
European countries and data are gathered at six points in time between 2002 and 2012. While we are certainly not the first to study prejudice in a cross-national perspective, almost all previous studies focused on a single form of prejudice and never investigated a combination of prejudices (e.g. Andersen & Fetner, 2008; Meuleman, Davidov, & Billiet, 2009; Strabac & Listhaug, 2008a) . Although the range of prejudices that can be studied with this dataset is rather limited (e.g. compared to the Group-Focused-Enmity project), we are able to compare more countries and introduce a set of macro-economic and cultural indicators.
Literature

Structure of prejudice
Prejudice is almost always studied in an isolated way by focusing on a single outgroup.
However, Gordon Allport showed already in the early 50s that different types of prejudice are strongly related and can be summarized in a latent factor of generalized prejudice (Allport, 1954) . Building on this research tradition, scholars have tried to come up with explanations for these strong correlations. According to Altemeyer (1998) prejudice can be seen as a general authoritarian trait in the personality of individuals. Zick and his colleagues (2008) show that different forms of prejudice indeed share a common core, which can to a large extent be explained by an ideology of unequal status, i.e. a social dominance orientation.
People who believe in a natural hierarchy between people tend to devaluate all sorts of outgroups that are judged to be subordinate to the own group. Similarly, Sibley (2007, 2010) formulate a Dual Process Model Theory in which they argue that different types of prejudice correlate because the outgroups are targeted for the same reasons: they can either be perceived as threatening the social order (e.g. homosexuals) or as being competitors for the same scarce resources (e.g. immigrants).
Specific forms of prejudice, however, cannot entirely be described as a general prejudiced or authoritarian personality structure. Next to a general component, important outgroupspecific variance still remains unexplained (Akrami et al., 2011; Davidov, Thörner, Schmidt, Gosen, & Wolf, 2011) . In this paper, we argue that including contextual factors in the model of generalized prejudice can offer additional explanatory power. It is remarkable that contextspecific factors are not yet fully integrated in the literature on the structure of prejudice (Hodson, 2009) . One notable exception is the Group-Focused-Enmity project (Zick et al., 2011) . In this project, group-specific prejudices are placed in a syndrome of group-focused enmity (GFE), which denotes a general devaluation of outgroups. More interestingly is that the project studies GFE in a longitudinal (2002) (2003) (2004) (2005) (2006) and comparative way (eight European countries 1 ). The important contribution of this project is that it shows that context matters for the structure of prejudice. Whether prejudice toward a certain outgroup is triggered may depend on the history of a country, traditions, and the perceived cultural and socio-economic similarity of the outgroup (Bergamaschi, 2013; Strabac & Listhaug, 2008b) . In this paper, we will focus on the economic and cultural situation in a country. More specifically, we investigate whether economic and cultural characteristics can explain the association between different types of prejudice.
Common causes of (generalized) prejudice
One way to test the existence of a generalized prejudice component, is to compare the causes and consequences of specific types of prejudice. As was mentioned before, the researchers of the Group-Focused-Enmity project depart from the assumption that different types of prejudices have similar causes. In their empirical paper, test this assumption by comparing the explanatory power of an ideological variable -SDO -and a situational variable -group relative deprivation. The question wording of the group relative deprivation measure explicitly referred to the comparison between immigrants and Germans so that xenophobia and Islamphobia were triggered. The authors hypothesized that both variables 'will have a significant effect not only on one type of prejudice but also on all measures of 1 Germany, Great-Britain, the Netherlands, Italy, Poland, Portugal, Hungary and France prejudice, and that this influence goes via GFE' (Zick et al., 2008, p.377) . Model fits indeed pointed in the direction of a successful mediation model which lead the authors conclude that different forms of prejudice indeed share an important common core. The authors, however, also stressed that some types of prejudice might be more correlated as others and form subpatterns of prejudice. Akrami et al. (2011) depart from a similar research question, but contrary to Zick et al., they argue that specific and common components of prejudice are explained by different types of indicators. They operationalize the specific component of prejudice as the variance that is unique to a certain type of prejudice, while the common component is the variance that is shared by different types of prejudice. The authors show that the common core of prejudice is explained by personality traits, while the specific components are stronger related to situational and group-specific variables.
In this paper, we will test the effect of contextual indicators on different types of prejudice.
This way, we can contribute to the findings of Zick et al. and Akrami et al. by testing whether contextual factors influence the common core of prejudice -as predicted by Zick et al. -or whether the contextual factors are target group specific -as predicted by Akrami et al.
One important contextual factor is the economic state of a society. The Group Conflict Theory depart from the observation that changing economic conditions are related to changing value patterns with regard to intergroup relations and tolerance. The theory presumes that downward economic conditions create feelings of uncertainty and increase the real and perceived competition between people over scarce resources as jobs, housing, social status and income (Billiet, Meuleman, & De Witte, 2014; Coenders, Lubbers, Scheepers, & Verkuyten, 2008; Quillian, 1995) . Immigrants and ethnic minorities are often seen as economically threatening outgroups, challenging the economic interests of the majority group.
When competition is real, there are objective reasons (e.g. economic crisis, youth unemployment…) why people feel economically threatened by immigrant groups.
Competition needs not to be real, however, to affect prejudice: the mere perception that immigrant groups pose a threat to the material interest of the majority group is sufficient for prejudice to increase (Meuleman et al., 2009; Semyonov, Raijman, Tov, & Schmidt, 2004) .
At the individual level, the GCT can be translated as a self-interest theory: citizens who are vulnerable to economic fluctuations and consequently undergo changes in their individual economic position (e.g. lower wage, unemployment) will be/feel more threatened by immigrants than the majority members with a more secure economic position. So, it can be expected that a worsening economic situation will intensify feelings of prejudice toward an economically threatening outgroup as immigrants, but not necessarily toward an outgroup that does not pose a direct economic threat like, for example, homosexuals. In this view, economic conditions are seen as a situational factor affecting outgroup-specific forms of prejudice, in this case, anti-immigrant prejudice. However, if the assumption of generalized prejudice holds, economic conditions should also indirectly influence other types of prejudice.
Similarly, the cultural background of a country is strongly related to prejudice. Schiefer (2012), for example, showed that the dominant cultural values in a country have important consequences for group-related attitudes. Societies that have high scores on hierarchy, mastery and embeddedness as compared to egalitarianism, harmony and autonomy respectively, are less tolerant toward outgroups in general. Religion is also an important indicator of a country's culture and will have important consequences for specific types of prejudice. Religious people, for example, will have more problems with the homosexuality than with immigration. As such, the aim of this paper is to test the effect of some cultural indicators on specific and common components of prejudice.
The current study
In this paper, we strive to answer two research questions: (1) do different types of prejudice have the same causes, and (2) how can the structure of prejudice, i.e. the correlation between different types -be explained. We focus on country-level factors -economic and cultural -as these are important covariates of prejudice and are not yet included in the theory on generalized prejudice. With regard to the first research question, two contrasting hypotheses can be formulated. Following the group-focused-enmity theory, the relation between the context variables and the specific types of prejudice is mediated by the variance that is shared between different forms of prejudice (H1). Following Akrami et al. (2011), contextual variables are examples of situational and group-specific variables and relate to the specific types of prejudice. In other words, the effects of the economy and the culture are target specific (H2). With regard to the second research question, previous literature does not suggest specific hypothesis, and as a consequence, the analysis is more exploratory.
Study 1 -Contextual causes of different types of prejudice
Data. To investigate the individual level and contextual causes of different types of prejudice we make use of the fourth round of the European Social Survey (ESS). The ESS is a representative, comparative, cross-sectional survey, which started in 2002. Since then waves have been conducted every second year in a large range of European countries. Currently, six waves are available that cover a period of 10 years (2002) (2003) (2004) (2005) (2006) (2007) (2008) (2009) (2010) (2011) (2012) . We chose the ESS as data source because its data are comparable over time and across the different European countries.
Moreover, the ESS is known for its high standards with respect to survey design and data collection (Lynn, 2003) 2 . The ESS contains a core module of questions that are included in every wave and an additional module that varies between waves. We use round 4 (2008, N=52,630; 27 countries 3 ) of the ESS because this wave contains questions on different types of prejudice: anti-immigrant prejudice, anti-gay prejudice, anti-unemployment prejudice, sexism and ageism. As such, respondents with an immigrant background, i.e. one of their parents was born in another country (N=8,267; 15.7%), were deleted from the database and from the remaining sample we also removed the unemployed respondents (N=2,425; 5.5%).
Unfortunately, the ESS has no indication of the sexual identity of the respondents. As a consequence, gay and lesbian respondents could not be excluded from the database.
Measurement.
Prejudice. Traditionally, prejudice is defined as feelings of dislike toward a specific outgroup (Brown & Zagefka, 2005) . Is can be distinguished from ethnocentrism or generalized prejudice, which refer to feelings of dislike toward 'strangers' in general. Five types of prejudice are distinguished.
(1) Anti-immigrant prejudice is measured with three items from the ESS. Respondents were asked to evaluate the consequences of immigration for the country's economy, cultural life and general living conditions 4 . The answers are coded on an 11 point scale ranging from 0 (indicating a negative assessment) to 10 (indicating a positive assessment). An exploratory factor analysis showed that all three items load on a single factor (alpha = .859). These items are regularly used in cross-national prejudice studies as indicators of 'anti-immigrant attitudes' (Hjerm, 2009; Rustenbach, 2010) or 'ethnic threat' (Schneider, 2008) . (2) Anti-gay prejudice is measured with one item: "Gay men and lesbians should be free to live their own life as they wish". The answers are coded on a 5 point scale ranging from 1 "agree strongly" to 5 "disagree strongly" (Hooghe & Meeusen, 2013; van den Akker, van der Ploeg, & Scheepers, 2012) . (3) Similar to Schiefer (2013), we define antiunemployment prejudice as a negative perception of unemployed people, measured with the statement "most unemployed people do not really try to find a job" (1=Strongly agree; 5=Strongly disagree). (4) Attitudes toward gender equality or sexism, are measured making use of two items: "Men should have more rights to get a job when jobs are scarce" and "Woman should be prepared to cut down on paid work for sake of family " (r=.474). (5) Finally, ageism or attitudes toward other age groups is measured by asking respondents how important it is for them to be unprejudiced against people of other age groups. The scale ranged from 0 'not at all important' to 10 'extremely important' (Abrams, Vauclair, & Swift, 2011; Schiefer, 2013) . By using these prejudice measures, we follow the work of Schiefer (2013), who summarized attitudes toward homosexuality, gender equality, unemployment and age groups in an Enmity Index. In this paper, we add anti-immigrant prejudice to the Enmity Index. All items load on the same factor (36.4% explained variance, alpha=.481). The answer categories were mirrored so that higher values indicate higher levels of prejudice.
Economic indicators.
A first set of contextual indicators relate to the state of the economy.
First, we used the change in the unemployment rate since the previous year as an economic indicator 5 . We model this change, because it has been shown, that it are changes in the economic situation that influence change in intergroup attitudes. Economic conditions that improve or deter make a difference for an individual's level of prejudice (see e.g. Lancee & Pardos-Prado, 2013; Meuleman et al., 2009) . A time lag of unemployment was included as an objective measure for group threat and ethnic competition: higher the levels of unemployment should increase anti-immigrant prejudice as immigrants compete for the same jobs and are judged to be less deserving of these scarce jobs. The unemployment rates have been compiled as part of the World Development Indicators by the World Bank (World Bank, 2014a , 2014c Second, the Gini coefficient was included as an indicator of income inequality. The Gini coefficient is obtained from the Standardized World Income Inequality Database (Solt, 2013) .
The Gini coefficient was included because inequality is supposed to affect levels of social trust in a society (Andersen & Fetner, 2008) . Social trust, subsequently, will influence levels of tolerance toward minority groups.
Finally, we also introduced a subjective measure, namely a country's average satisfaction with the state of the economy (for operationalization see Study 1). This is an aggregated measure from the individual-level ESS questionnaire, based on the item "On the whole how satisfied are you with the present state of the economy in [country]?". Respondents could answer on a scale from 0 (extremely dissatisfied) to 10 (extremely satisfied). The aggregated measure ranges between 1.3 in Greece in 2010 and 7.9 in Norway in 2012. Satisfaction with the economy was included as a subjective measure of ethnic competition, especially since Citrin et al. (1997) showed that perceptions of the economic status of a country are more important than the objective state of the economy. All three economic measures are found to be related to anti-immigrant prejudice. It is unclear, however, how they relate to other types of prejudice, like anti-gay prejudice.
Cultural indicators.
A second set of contextual indicators relate more to the dominant culture of a country. We were especially interested to test the generalizing effect of a countries point of view with regard to same-sex marriage legislation. In a previous study, Hooghe and Meeusen (2013) showed a strong and stable relation between same-sex marriage legislation and attitudes toward homosexuality: people in countries with some form of registered partnership or same-sex marriage legislation were much more tolerant than people in countries without legislation, even when controlling for the dominant religion of a country, GDP and democratic stability. So, while same-sex marriage legislation is strongly correlated with anti-gay prejudice, it is unclear whether it has generalizing effects on other types of prejudice as well. Similarly as Hooghe and Meeusen (2013) , the ESS countries were divided in three groups: countries without any form of legislation, countries with some form of registered partnership and countries were same-sex marriage is legally allowed. The information for this coding was adopted from datasources provided by the International Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Trans and Intersex Association (ILGA, 2014). As prejudice is closely linked to the religious tradition of a country, we control for a countries dominant religion. Individual-level indicators. We also included economic indicators at the individual level (Schneider, 2008) : education level (levels are: "Less than lower secondary education", "Lower secondary education completed", "Upper secondary education completed", "Postsecondary non-tertiary education" en "Tertiary education completed"), one's position in the labor market 6 , and satisfaction with household income 7 . This way, we again include both objective and subjective economic measures. Further, we control for the traditional sociodemographic variables gender, age, religious denomination (Catholic, Protestant, East
Orthodox, Muslim, other), religiousness ("How religious are you?", respondents answered on a 11-point scale, ranging from 0 "Not at all religious" to 10 "Very religious") and religious practice ("How often attend religious services apart from special occasions?", respondents chose one of the following answer categories: "Every day", "More than once a week", "Once a week", "At least once a month", "Only on special holy days", "Less often", "Never"), as they are found to explain levels specific types of prejudice and generalized prejudice (Davidov et al., 2011; Hooghe & Meeusen, 2013; Küpper, Wolf, & Zick, 2010) . Finally, we also include a measure for left-right ideology.
Method. To investigate whether different types of prejudice have similar contextual causes,
we perform a multilevel analysis. This way, we can directly test the effect of economic and cultural factors on an individual's level of prejudice, while controlling for individual-level differences between people. We focus on two types of prejudice: anti-immigrant prejudice and anti-gay prejudice. A first reason is purely practical: the core module of the European Social Survey (replicated in every round) only includes prejudice measures for immigrants and homosexuals (see Study 2). A second, more important, reason is that these two groupsimmigrants and homosexuals -are very different and that prejudice toward these groups is differently motivated (Fiske, Xu, Cuddy, & Glick, 1999 ). If we find, for example, generalizing effects even for a non-economically threatening outgroup as homosexuals, we are confident to find similar effects for other outgroups as well. Moreover, although prejudice toward immigrants and homosexuals has declined over the last decade, both forms are still very salient and often source of discrimination (Hooghe & Meeusen, 2013; Andreas Zick, Pettigrew, & Wagner, 2008) .
We first present the results of a regression in which only individual-level variables are included (Table 1) . Subsequently, we introduce some economic and cultural indicators (Table   2 ). For reasons of multicollinearity and model identification, we cannot include all countrylevel variables in the same model. Each time, we present a model with and without controls for other types of prejudice. By including other prejudice measures, we control for the spurious relationship between contextual factors and anti-immigrant or anti-gay prejudice. For example, relying on the generalized prejudice assumption, we might find a relation between same-sex marriage legislation and anti-immigrant prejudice. This might, however, be a spurious relationship because anti-immigrant prejudice is correlated with anti-gay prejudice.
By controlling for different types of prejudice, we distinguish the unique context effects on a specific type of prejudice. As recommended, design weights were applied in all analyses.
Results. In Table 1 the effects of the individual-level indicators are presented. In accordance with the generalized prejudice theory, we see that anti-immigrant and anti-gay prejudice are significantly and positively correlated with the other types of prejudice. We can conclude that even when controlling for demographic background, prejudices have a substantial amount of variance in common. Next, we can observe some important differences in the causes of prejudice: while men have more anti-gay prejudice, women tend to be more prejudiced against immigrants. Similarly, we find a negative relation between age and anti-immigrant prejudice and a positive relation with anti-gay prejudice. Also, the more important one finds religion to his personal life, the less tolerant toward homosexuality, but the more tolerant toward immigrants. With regard to the mirco-economic indicators, we find that education, satisfaction with income and one's economic position are all correlated in direction as predicted by the ethnic competition theory. It is remarkable that although we did not have any expectations for the relation between economic position and anti-gay prejudice, the significant relationship holds even when controlling for anti-immigrant prejudice. As such, we cannot conclude that the ethnic competition theory is only relevant for anti-immigrant prejudice, but also for other types of prejudice, independently from each other. In other words, the relation between micro-economic indicators and anti-gay prejudice cannot be mediated by the shared variance between different specific types of prejudice.
The country-level economic indicators have a very limited effect on both prejudices and the generalized prejudice index. The only significant relation is found between satisfaction with the economy and anti-immigrant prejudice: the more satisfied with the economy, the more tolerant toward immigrants. Contrary to theoretical expectations, growth in unemployment is correlated with lower levels of anti-gay prejudice and generalized prejudice.
This effect holds, even when controlling for anti-immigrant prejudice 8 . This direction is opposite to the direction of the effect on anti-immigrant prejudice, so that we can conclude that economic indicators have effects unique to specific types of prejudice.
The cultural indicators have more explanatory power. As was previously found, same-sex marriage legislation is related to anti-gay prejudice. Interestingly, same-sex marriage legislation has a significant relation with anti-immigrant prejudice, but this relation disappears when controlling for other types of prejudice. This suggests the existence of a spurious relationship. Same-sex marriage legislation is significantly related to the generalized prejudice index as well. The combination of both results suggests that same-sex marriage legislation has a specific influence on anti-gay prejudice, and does generalize to other types of prejudice as well via the common core of generalized prejudice. Religion, finally, only works for the general component and has no unique influences on the specific prejudices.
Conclusion. This analysis showed that anti-immigrant and anti-gay prejudice do not
necessarily have the same causes, which points more in the direction of the theory put forward by Akrami and colleagues (2011) stating that situational variables explain specific components of prejudice rather than generalized prejudice. On the other hand, the micro-level economic variables did significantly correlate with both types of prejudice, even when controlling for four other prejudice-types, and the generalized prejudice index,. So, although the group threat theory suggest that economic effects are related to ethnic prejudice, this might also generalize to other types of prejudice. The same was found by who found that group relative deprivation affected all types of prejudice via the GFE component. However, we did not find any indication of attitude generalization for the economic indicators at the country-level. The cultural indicators seem to have more widespread and general influences, but still have a unique impact on specific types of prejudice as well. Triggering one type of prejudice, does not necessarily spill-over to other types of prejudice. In future analysis, we will include more cultural indicators. 8 The same relationship was found between growth in unemployment and sexism. -34073 -34187 -34187 -32064 -32132 -32132 -.23873 -24026 -24029 -21854 -21975 -21979 -20066 -20055 -20056 Study 2 -Contextual effects on the structure of prejudice Data. The aim of this second study is to explore the effect of a countries cultural and economic background on the structure of prejudice, i.e. the relationship between different kinds of prejudices. To this end we rely on the pooled data from the European Social Survey (ESS 2002 (ESS -2012 . We are interested in the correlations between different prejudices on the country-year level, leaving us with data for 148 country*year combinations (see Appendix 1).
Measurement. Prejudice. Concerning the correlations between different kinds of prejudices,
we focus in this part of the paper on prejudice against immigrants and prejudice against gays and lesbians as these are the only prejudice measures included in every round of the ESS. The operationalization of anti-immigrant and anti-gay prejudice was identical as in Study 1.
Economic indicators.
In order to measure the economic conditions in a country we employed three objective and one subjective measure. First of all, we included GDP per capita (in current US$) as indicator of a country's economic situation (World Bank, 2014b , 2014d . Second, we used the change in the unemployment rate since the previous year as a second economic indicator (for operationalization see Study 1). As a third indicator we include the Gini coefficient. It has been claimed in the literature (Andersen & Fetner, 2008; Uslaner, 2002) , that there is less social trust in countries with high income inequality and that this low social trust in turn increases prejudices in general. Under the assumption that the correlation between the two types of prejudices captures, at least partly, this common core of 'generalized prejudice', we assume that the correlation between different types of prejudices is higher in countries with pronounced income inequality and we use the Gini coefficient to investigate this potential relationship. Finally, similarly to Study 1, we also introduced the country's average satisfaction with the state of the economy as a subjective measure (for operationalization see Study 1).
Cultural indicators.
With respect to the cultural indicators, we included three different measures. While we have data for every year regarding the economic indicators, the indicators for a country's cultural background are time-invariant. First, we included a countries dominant religious tradition as independent variable. Therefore we categorized the countries, based on the classification (1) Roman Catholic, (2) mixed Christian, (3) Protestant,
Eastern Orthodox or (5) Other. Second, we introduce the level of same-sex partnership legislation as cultural indicator. We distinguishing between (1) countries without any form of same-sex partnership legislation, (2) countries with some kind of registered partnership and (3) countries where same-sex marriage is legally recognized and has the same rights as other forms of marriage (Hooghe & Meeusen, 2013) .
Finally, we adopted Schiefer's (2013) dimension of egalitarianism vs. hierarchy to distinguish between countries with more egalitarian societies and countries with rather hierarchical societies. Whereas in egalitarian societies equality and mutual cooperation are promoted, citizens who live in hierarchical societies tend to consider an unequal distribution of power and status as natural and maybe even worth striving for (Schiefer, 2013) . As a consequence, people in hierarchical societies will be more likely to have a general tendenency to prefer the dominant group over the subordinate groups and dislike outgroups in general.
Therefore, we expect that the correlation between different types of prejudice is stronger in hierarchical societies. Method. The analysis in this study is proceeds in two steps. In a first step, we calculate the partial correlations between prejudices against immigrants and prejudices against homosexuality on the country*year-level. Those partial correlations are calculated controlling for the following individual variables: Gender, age, education, religious denomination (not religious, Roman Catholic, Protestant, Muslim, Eastern Orthodox, other), religious practice, religiousness, a respondents position within the labour force (high skilled job, low skilled job, student, unemployed, not in labour force), left-right self-placement and a respondent's satisfaction with the income of his or her household.
In a second step these partial correlations on the country*year level are used as dependent variables, whereas the cultural and economic context indicators are used as independent variables. As it seems possible that the strength of the relationship between anti-immigrant prejudice and anti-gay prejudice is also influenced by the absolute level of these prejudices in a country, we control for the absolute level of anti-immigrant and anti-gay prejudice and for their interaction. The correlations between all independent variables are found in Appendix 2.
Results. The results of the first step of the analysis, the partial correlations between antiimmigrant and anti-gay prejudices, can be found in Appendix 1. What becomes apparent, looking at these figures, is that the relationship between anti-immigrant and anti-gay prejudice is mostly significant and in almost all cases in which there is a significant relationship, this relationship is positive with one exception: in 2008 the significant correlation is negative in Cyprus. We find an overall partial correlation of .174, meaning that anti-immigrant and antigay prejudice have a shared variance at the country-level. Also, there is quite some betweencountry variation concerning the strength of the correlation between anti-immigrant and antigay prejudices (SD=.082). In the second step of the analysis we used these partial correlations as the dependent variable, attempting to explain their strength with the countries' economic and cultural characteristics (see Table 3 ). In the first model -the economic model -we introduced the economic indicators and controlled for the level of anti-immigrant and anti-gay prejudice and their interaction. As it shows, none of the independent variables affects the relationship between anti-immigrant and anti-gay prejudice. Also, the explained variance is with 5.8 percent rather low. Turning to the cultural model, we find that in countries where
Protestantism is the dominant religion, the correlation between the two types of prejudice is significantly higher than in countries that are traditionally characterized as Roman Catholic, mixed Christian or Eastern Orthodox. Furthermore, a country's cultural value dimension seems to play an important role: In countries that tend more towards hierarchy, the two types of prejudice are less strongly correlated. Same-sex marriage legislation, on the other hand, does not seem to affect the correlation between anti-immigrant and anti-gay prejudices.
Finally we add all independent variables together in the mixed model, and it essentially shows that the results from the previous models remain stable. Protestantism and the egalitarianism-hierarchy dimension affect the relationship between the two sorts of prejudice.
Also, if we look at the explained variance, it turns out that the addition of the economic indicators could not increase the model fit. Actually, with an explained variance of about 36%, the cultural model preforms best.
Conclusion.
The main conclusions that can be drawn from this second study is, first of all, that there is quite some variance in the strength of the correlation between anti-immigrant and anti-gay prejudice. Second, when it comes to the structure of prejudice, cultural indicators seem to be more important than economic indicators. If we interpret the correlation between anti-immigrant and anti-gay prejudice as their common variance, we can state that this common component does not seem to be affected by the economic situation in a country.
However, it is affected by the cultural background. Particularly religion seems to play an important role. In countries in which Protestantism is the dominant religion, anti-immigrant and anti-gay prejudice are significantly stronger correlated with each other. The question, however, remains whether this is indeed due to the religious background of these countries or whether Denmark, Finland, Norway, Sweden and the United Kingdom share some other characteristics that could explain this result. This puzzle remains as a question for further research. 
Discussion
The first aim of this paper was to check whether different forms of prejudice have similar causes, as suggested by the Group-Focused-Enmity theory or whether situational variables have target group specific connections. The preliminary results of the analyses confirm both expectations. Depending on the variable under consideration, similar or differing effects on anti-immigrant and anti-gay prejudice can be found. Regarding the contextual factors, religion seems to influence prejudice via the generalized prejudice component, while same-sex marriage legislation and the economic situation have play a larger role for the target-specific prejudices. The fact that religious values are more deeply imbedded in the daily lives of people and influence general value patterns, might explain its generalizing effect on prejudice.
Secondly, we tried to explain the variance of the correlation between anti-immigrant prejudice and anti-gay prejudice at the country level. The economic situation in countries did not explain the strength of the correlation. The religious tradition of a country, and a countries dominant opinion with regard to hierarchy did explain the correlation to a large extent: antiimmigrant prejudice and anti-gay prejudice were more strongly correlated in protestant countries and countries that believe in a strong hierarchy.
Another thing that stands out from these analyses is the weak relation between the economic situation in a society and levels of prejudice. We cannot confirm the strong assumptions of the group threat theory. This suggests that the effects of the economy on and individual's attitudes are simply overestimated. In a recent study Billiet et al. (2014) found only small effects of the recent European economic crisis on ethnic threat. Similarly, Davidov and Meuleman (2012) could not find significant effects of economic conditions on attitudes toward immigration. However, it might also be the case that economic conditions are only important for certain groups in society. Andersen and Fetner (2008) , e.g., showed that the economic development of a country had only prejudice reducing power for those who benefit most from economic growth, i.e. managers and professionals. This paper is work in progress. In future analyses, we plan on bringing in more cultural indicators and elaborate on the expectations about the structure of prejudice. Any suggestions to improve this work are very welcome. 
